Abstract. The Trump Administration declared China a strategic competitor and a revisionist power. It escalated a trade war to a fullfrontal clash with China. Some experts qualified it as a new Cold War between the US and China.
As the perception that China took advantage of the US open economy while sheltering its own markets behind protectionist barriers rankle many Americans, the candidates across the American political spectrum in 2016 Presidential campaign unanimously treated China as a rival. Making castigating China a staple of his presidential campaign, Donald Trump's China-bashing helped his election victory. Under the Trump presidency, rivalry with China has become the organizing principle of the American foreign policy. Republicans and Democrats disagree on almost everything but one area where they agree upon is that America must change its policy toward China. These developments have raised the questions about if the US-China relationship has slipped into a potentially violent confrontation or even a new Cold War.
The article argues that the shifting mode in the US has come due to the challenges from the forces in both countries. Facing a China for what it is, not the country the US wished it to be, the US has focused on advancing its economic and security interests rather than American ideals and balancing China's rise rather than assisting China's modernization. While the US encouraged almost unrestricted ties with China to promote cooperation in the past, the US has attempted to stop China from taking advantage of the US open society and economy to advance China's interests at America's expense. Reciprocity is the key word in the emerging rivalry. But the profound interdependence continues underpinning the relationship. Neither containment nor disengagement is a viable option. It is still in the US interest to encourage China's reforms and foster a prosperous and secured China acting as a responsible stakeholder in the international system although it is up to the Chinese to decide if it is in their interests to do so. ТЕМАТИЧЕСКОЕ ДОСЬЕ: КНР -США: конкуренция или сотрудничество
Causes for the Emerging Rivalry
The US-China relationship has always been defined by a mix of cooperative and competitive interests since normalization in the 1970s. While the leaders in both countries had tried to define competition by shared interests of cooperation in the past, competitive interests have prevailed to define the relationship and US-China rivalry has emerged and intensified in recent because of the challenges to the relationship from the forces in both China and the US [Pillsbury 2015] .
The global financial crisis in 2009 was a turning point. Shrugging off the crisis and rebounding quickly, Chinese leaders started openly blaming "inappropriate macroeconomic policies" of Western countries and "their unsustainable model of development" 1 . Showing disillusion over the liberal model of modernization, Beijing has enthusiastically promoted a China model of state-capitalism to compete with market-driven capitalism. Proposing "four confidences": i.e., confidence in the theory of "socialism with Chinese characteristics", China's current path, current political system, and culture, President Xi declared that China's system offered a new option for other countries and nations who want to speed up their development while preserving their independence.
Beijing's confidence came from its massive economic growth in the past three decades, which has made it a great power by a host of measures, such as aggregated GDP size, industrial production, exports, foreign aid, size of urban areas, military strength, and diplomatic activity. Hu Angang at Beijing's Tsinghua University became known for his argument that China's national strength had surpassed that of the US on all fronts in 2014: including economic power, technology and in overall competitiveness and strength [Hu, Zhen, Gao 2015] .
Brewing the nationalist pride, President Xi has rallied Chinese people to the promise of greater wealth, power, and global clout. Strengthening the position of state-owned enterprises (SOE) to help Chinese firms develop advanced technologies in key sectors, China has maintained a range of restrictions on foreign firms. As one Chinese commentator admitted, "China effectively negotiated into the WTO on preferential terms by taking advantage of the West's illusion of the eventuality of a globalized economic order... Yet, China does not and probably never will subscribe to the universal ideology of democratic liberalism, and its vibrant market economy is pointedly not capitalism" [Li 2014 ]. The US business community, once the strong supporter of engagement, has complained that China hacked U.S. industrial secrets, created obstacles for American firms investing in China, enforced regulations that discriminates against foreigners, continued high tariffs that should have been reduced decades ago, and blocked American Internet businesses. As Lampton observed, "There was widespread public perception that the Sino-American economic playing field had been unfair to Americans, with the assertion that the American economy was hollowed out, in part due to overt and covert technology transfer to China " [Lampton 2015 ]. Internationally, President Xi has launched China-led global and regional initiatives such as the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) and the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB). In the AsiaPacific, he announced Asian security to be "maintained by Asians" to de-legitimize America's presence in the region. Projecting power, China has made unprecedented "land reclamation" activities in the disputed waters of the South China Sea, turning them into military bases.
Although it is not a complete surprise that a more powerful China would take on the characteristics of a rising power, some Americans are alarmed that China continues to nurture its fantasies with the attempts to re-establish a Middle Kingdom, cherish its hates by constant dredging up the century of humiliation. The Chinese government is no longer living in angry isolation but becoming "a great mercantilist dragon, using the power of its vast markets to cow and co-opt capitalist rivals, to bend and break the rules-based order and to push America to the periphery of the Asia-Pacific region" 2 . Calling West's 2 Rennie D. How the West got China wrong, Decades of optimism about China's rise have been discarded // Economist. 2018. March 1. URL: https://www.economist.com/ news/briefing/21737558-clear-thinking-and-united-front-areneeded-they-may-not-be-forthcoming-decades (accessed: 09.12.2018).
leaders' wish to change China along a liberal course "the bet of the century," one scholar concluded that the China bet aid off in spades as China sits now firmly at the center of today's globalized world. China, however, has refused to follow Washington's script. While it has eagerly taken advantage of its access to the global economy and the prestige of sitting at the leading diplomatic tables, it has resolutely pursued its own interests at the expense of other nations" 3 . Infinitely richer and more powerful China moving divergent from the US has frustrated many American pundits. As two former American officials complained, "neither U.S. military power nor regional balancing has stopped Beijing from seeking to displace core components of the U.S.-led system. And the liberal international order has failed to lure or bind China as powerfully as expected" [Campbell, Ratner 2018] .
Wang Jisi, a Chinese scholar and American watcher in Beijing, admits that China has historically played a decisive role in shaping the bilateral relationship. "Once again, it is mainly China's power and behavior that incur a shifting of the bilateral ties. The Americans are alarmed by China's expansion of global influence, exemplified by the Belt and Road Initiative, and its reinforcement of the role of the state in economy and society, as well as the consolidation of the Communist Party leadership with its ideology" [Wang 2018a ].
But the transformation in the US after the terrorist attack on September 11, 2001 also helped bankrupt the mismatched bargain. The US declared the triumph of liberal democracy after the end of the Cold War. But the American hubris squandered the victory. In the attempt to maintain "the unipolar moment", the US massively overplayed its hand, engaging in futile and costly wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Often becoming a source of instability overseas, the overreach has produced huge domestic deficit and debt, threatening its ability to fulfill the obligations at home and abroad and leading to public disillusionment with the political establishment. Suffering a crisis of confidence in "dysfunctional democracy" with the partisan gridlock preventing meaningful governmental action, Americans are deeply divided on the domestic and foreign policies. Not since the Vietnam War have Americans been so polarized.
A divided America with no shared vision has found its domestic politics at odds with its international obligations, producing an "America first" President, invocating an agenda of isolationism to reduce U.S. commitments abroad and retreat from global leadership. Taking a mercenary and transactional approach to US obligations, America has lost confidence to mold China off the perceived undesirable path. While the US claimed it was on the right side of history and China should follow suite toward liberalism after the end of the Cold War, the US is no longer a paragon of democracy and universal values after 9-11. Francis Fukuyama, known for his triumphalism of liberal democracy in the early 1990s, wrote that "The first decade of the 21 century has seen a dramatic reversal of fortune in the relative prestige of different political and economic models". While the US held the high ground and its democracy was seen as the wave of the future in the 1990s, the admiration for all things American gave way to a much more nuanced and critical view of US weaknesses one decade later 4 . Wang Jisi complained that while Americans often asked China to follow the "rules-based liberal international order", Washington now had abandoned or suspended some of the same rules that it used to advocate. "It has become harder and harder for foreign policy makers in China to discern what rules the Americans want themselves and others to abide by, what kind of world order they hope to maintain, and where Washington is on major international issues" [Wang 2018b ].
For realist scholar John Mearsheimer, liberal hegemony, which the US pursued after the Cold War, is doomed to fail. The US policy of remaking the world in America's image, including spreading liberal democracy across the world, fostering an open international economy, and building institutions is supposed to protect human rights, promote peace, and make the world safe for democracy. But instead, the US has ended up as a highly militarized state fighting wars that undermine peace, harm 4 Fukuyama F. US democracy has little to teach China // Financial Times. 2011. January 17. URL: https://www.ft.com/ content/cb6af6e8-2272-11e0-b6a2-00144feab49a (accessed: 09.09.2018). ТЕМАТИЧЕСКОЕ ДОСЬЕ: КНР -США: конкуренция или сотрудничество human rights, and threaten liberal values at home because nationalism and realism almost always trump liberalism. Therefore, Washington has to adopt a more restrained foreign policy based on nationalism and realism [Mearsheimer 2018] .
But some Americans have blamed other countries, including China, for many of their problems. President Trump has blamed foreigners for all America's ills. Scapegoating China for the negative externalities of trade helped politicians to avoid facing the difficult problem of compensating the losers of globalization. This shift in rhetoric predates Trump's hostility toward China and helped create anti-China economic nationalism. Witnessing these developments, one long-time China watcher warns that because a populist upsurge in American politics demands higher priority for U.S. interests in response to self-absorbed and increasingly powerful and authoritarian China working covertly and overtly against American interests, the most substantial negative change in American policy toward China in fifty years has taken place [Sutter 2018 ].
Slipping into a New Cold War?
The heightened rivalry has centered on economic areas. During the 2016 Presidential election, Donald Trump accused of China guilty of "rape" against the US economy and China's economic growth illegitimate, caused by unfair currency policy and the exports at rock-bottom prices. He pledged to adopt a more confrontational approach, not least to impose a 45 percent tariff on Chinese exports to the US. Trump's rhetoric tapped into an underlying strain of thought in the US. As former Secretary of Commerce Pritzker explained to his Chinese counterpart, Americans were told for years that China was a developing country and shouldn't necessarily be held to the same standard as developed nations. But China's success severely undercut that line of reasoning. The world's low-cost manufacturer was rapidly becoming a global technology hub. Facing the profound and growing disconnection between rhetoric and reality, Americans felt that at least some of China's success had come at their expense. China wasn't playing fairly, consistently violating its international commitments and tilting the playing field to advantage Chinese firms. "With or without Trump, the US-China relationship was moving quickly toward a crossroads" 5 .
Stephen K. Bannon, once Trump's chief strategist, was at the forefront of the crusade. Blaming China's exports financed by the American working class and middle class, Bannon declared an economic warfare against China. While Bannon is a Republican hawk, many others across the political spectrum agree that Bannon is right: China is beating up America economically, and neither the U.S. government nor U.S. businesses have done much about it for years. Even some of leading globalists like Madeline Albright, Tom Friedman and Fareed Zakaria have registered growing angst on China's lack of reciprocities in economic relations with the US. China has become an export powerhouse, but limiting market access for foreign products.
David Lampton, known for his pro-engagement position, complained that China's WTO entry produced China's bilateral trade surplus with the US because Beijing seized the opportunities of openness abroad without providing reciprocal domestic access to the United States and others. Consequently, the issues of 'reciprocity' and 'fairness' had moved to front in US-China relations. Morris Greenberg, former Chairman of American International Group (AIG) and strong supporter of China's entry to WTO earlier, agreed that "China cannot expect to continue receiving favorable trade and investment terms in foreign markets when it is unwilling to reciprocate" on $34 billion worth of Chinese goods, the first round of the $50 billion tariffs, went effective. After China retaliated on the same amount of U.S. goods, the Trump administration announced 10% tariffs on additional $200 billion Chinese products on July 10. Ratcheting up pressure, the administration doubled its proposed tariffs to 25% on August 1. When the 10% US tariffs on $16 billion of Chinese goods kicked in on August 24, China retaliated on the same amount of US goods 8 . The tit-for-tat trade war escalated in full swing.
The trade war is to reduce the deficit and bring American jobs back home. It is calculated that "Either China will revise its industrial policy to allow US companies reciprocal market access, or the tariffs will cause US companies to disengage from China and bring manufacturing back to the US, or source imports from countries that do not pose a long-term threat to US security" 9 . More importantly, the trade war is to prevent China from advancing its high-tech capacity at America's expense. The Trump administration's National Security Strategy (NSS) in December 2017 accused that hundreds of billions of dollars of US technology were nefariously conveyed to China every year. Linking technological capability to national security, the Trump administration has increased restrictions on Chinese investments in American technology and export controls and expanded the list of "strategic trade" items that require businesses to methodically screen buyers and down-stream end-users and trace the movement throughout value chains.
Republican senator John Cornyn and Democratic senator Dianne Feinstein co-sponsored a bill to tighten the screening of Chinese and other foreign investments for national security. The Committee on Foreign Investment in the US (CFIUS) has blocked an increasing number of acquisitions, mergers and license agreements between Chinese and US firms. Not long ago, these saber-rattling policies would have triggered uproar from corporate chief- tains, worried about reprisals that would shut them out of China's markets. But American business community has been silent with many favoring a shift in strategy. A Pew poll published at the height of the trade war in August 2018 found economic issues featuring prominently in the list of concerns. By margin of 2 to 1, more Americans are concerned about China's economic threat than its military strength.
But geopolitics is lurked prominently behind the economic rivalry. While John Mearsheimer's warning about the inevitable US-China power showdown was dismissed as too simplistic some years ago, similar theories, such as the Thucydides trap, power transition and new Cold War, have gained popularity. Citing Thucydides Trap that "It was the rise of Athens and the fear that this inspired in Sparta that made war inevitable", Graham Allison wrote that "if Thucydides were watching, he would say that China and the United States are right on script sleepwalking towards what could be the grandest collision in history" [Allison 2018 ]. Drawing on power transition theory, Kori Schake asserted that the distinct absence of cultural affinity between China and the US could make the transition violent because China would promote its alternative values to undermine the American-led order. "If the United States should select not to contest China's rise, a Cold War could be avoided because the United States would lose it. America would cede the contest without violence, abandon its allies, and learn to live in a world ordered and enforced by China "10 . Discovering a bipolarity of the US-China standoff, one study argues that while the Soviet Union had an economy locked in the age of 19th century German steel, China has built a dynamic economy to become globally competitive. China has ways to compete or win that were unimaginable for the Soviet Union [Tunsjø 2018 ]. Using the term, Cold War II, one scholar describes a greatpower struggle and ideological contest between China and the US. Different from Cold War I in which "the Soviet Union was a military rival but not a commercial rival, and Japan was a commercial rival but not a military rival. In Cold War II, China is both a military and a commercial rival. Because of this, the U.S. needs to break with its 70-year policy of separating geopolitics from geo-economics and adopt the classic great-power practice of treating the military, diplomacy, and trade as three coordinated instruments of a single strategy" 11 . One scholar, therefore, suggests the US "abandon the obsolete bilateral approach and adopt a multilateral approach to form a values-based, grand mutual defense alliance in Asia" against China because "China is as much a common threat to Asian nations today as the Soviet Union was to Europe before 1991" 12 . This suggestion resonates with John Mearsheimer's long-standing call for America to contain a rising China by surrounding it with powerful American military capabilities, creating NATO-like adversarial alliances, isolating it economically, and imposing costs when it did things the U.S. did not like.
In this context, the Trump administration's National Defense Strategy (NDS) states that interstate strategic competition, not terrorism, is now the primary concern in US national security. The IndoPacific is identified as a region of critical importance in which "a geopolitical competition between free and repressive visions of world order is taking place". Calling for the free and open Indo-Pacific, the US has made clear its concerns about China's muscular use of power to push the US out of the region. While Secretary of Defense James Mattis once complained that "No enemy in the field has done more to harm the readiness of the U.S. military than the combined impact of the Budget Control Act's defense spending cuts," the US congress passed the largest ever $717 billion 
The Trump Administration's Erratic Policy toward China
Struggling between the strategic imperatives underlying the relationship and the limits engagement could accomplish, President Trump in his first year, avowedly unpredictable, swung between "two extremes of inchoate and inscrutable, one is dangerously escalatory and another is curiously naïve; one policy is so tough it risks war and another so soft it resembles acquiescence" [Doshi 2017 ]. Dancing more erratic than his predecessors, sending conflicting messages, and creating confusions in the attempt to strike better deals, the Trump administration in the second year has settled on a bellicose approach to put maximum pressure on China and even tried to take the path of disengagement to move out of the false choices between engagement and containment.
The Trump administration has publically unveiled the shift in U.S. policy toward China. Matt Pottinger, senior director for Asia and Pacific in the White House told an audience in the Chinese Embassy in Washington D.C. that "We at the Trump administration have updated our China policy to bring the concept of competition to the forefront". In a high-stake speech, Vice President Pence announced that the US will fight back vigorously on all fronts, including economic, military, diplomatic, political, and ideological, against China. Accusing previous administrations of having ignored or even "abetted" China's abuses, he insisted that the Trump administration will speak up, stand up, fight, and win. Pence's remark is regarded as "the declaration of a new Cold War" sonal approach to China is fundamentally transactional and hardly amounts to replace engagement with a grand alternative.
After heated rhetoric on the campaign trail, President-elect Trump took a congratulatory call from Taiwanese leader Tsai Ing-Wen, the first contact between Taiwan's leader and an incumbent or incoming U.S. president in nearly four decades, challenging the default American position on the "one China policy". While this provocation could easily settle on a tough approach, President Trump abruptly reversed course in February when he told President Xi that he would honor the "One China" policy. Secretary of State Rex Tillerson in his first official visit to Beijing in March repeated in verbatim of the tenets of President Xi's new model of big power relations and agreed with Xi that the two countries should respect each other's core interests and major concerns. The phrase had long been understood as implying U.S. accommodation to China's position against US interference on issues ranging from Taiwan to human rights. Openly accepting China's framework surprised many China experts in the US that if Tillerson fell into a diplomatic trap for repeating Chinese government platitudes.
The softening speeded up after Trump-Xi Summit in Florida on April 6, 2017. Without enough knowledge of Asian history to push back on most sensitive issues, Trump took what Xi said at face value on Tibet, Taiwan, and North Korea and came out with a high regard for Xi, saying that they had a very good chemistry together and seeing China as more important than ever to help with the North Korean issue. The two countries then unveiled in a 100 day action plan of economic cooperation, including trade deals on agriculture, financial services, investment, and energy.
Reversing the simplistic anti-China stance to an equally simplistic pro-China stance, President Trump's abrupt volte-face from strong critic of China to capitulation was followed by sending the United States Ship (USS) Dewey to within 12 nauti- But the delegation came back empty. A follow-up negotiation in Washington produced a joint statement on May 19, which stated that both parties forged a consensus to avert a trade war. Promoting the talks as a success, President Trump Twittered on May 21 that barriers would "come down for the first time" and China will "purchase from our Great American Farmers practically as much as our Farmers can produce". But he changed his mind and rejected the agreement a few days after. Intensifying the trade war, President Trump, nevertheless, personally reversed the penalties against Chinese telecom giant ZTE for violating the settlement with the U.S. government over illegal shipments to Iran and North Korea.
Fighting trade war with China, President Trump has lashed out in all directions, fighting wars with even US allies, rather than reaching out to other trading partners who share US complaints to form an international coalition to place common pressure on China. In an interview on July 1, 2017, Trump attacked the European Union "as bad as China just smaller... On top of that, we spend a fortune on NATO to protect them". Pointing to the Europe Union as America's "biggest foe globally right now", he then added that "Russia is a foe in certain respects" and that China was one economically. As a result, "the U.S. has abandoned quickly and without hesitation its role as leader of the global alliance system. Its long-term allies are left baffled, not knowing what to do in a new world order in which with 'America first' has transformed into 'America only'" [Moeller 2018 ]. Increasingly isolated in the international community, President Trump threatened in December 2017 to cut off aid to any country that supported a UN resolution condemning his decision to recognize Jerusalem as the capital of Israel. In defiance of Trump's threat, the resolution was passed overwhelmingly.
All these confusing signals and erratic actions are an indication of the absence of a grand strategy. Being treated not much nicer than China, U.S. allies and other trading partners have moved ahead with cooperation arrangements without the US. The European Union and Japan signed a sweeping "economic partnership agreement" for an area representing over one-quarter of the global economy. After President Trump's withdrawal from the TPP, which was meant to help cement ties between many of China's nervous neighbors while concentrating bargaining power to offer economic leverage for the U.S. to open the Chinese market, a group of 11 nations signed the new TPP without the United States in March 2018, a powerful signal of how countries are forging ahead without the US leadership.
As US allies are spurned if not insulted, some of them have tried to do more business with China. Germany and Japan have increased their investments in China. Turkey, once a NATO bulwark against Russia and in the Middle East, has worked with China through the Belt and Road initiative. Although Beijing and EU remain at odds over issues such as technology transfer and protecting intellectual property, the China-EU summit in Beijing released a joint statement in July 2018 that the two sides were strongly committed to resisting protectionism and unilateralism and to improving trade and investment liberalization and facilitation.
Engagement Remains Foundation for Healthy Competition
The US-China relationship has been characterized by a cycle pattern of ups and downs since the normalization of 1979. Although the turbulent cycles have brought serious stand-offs, the USChina relationship has survived many roller-coasters. The two countries are not natural partners, nor are they inevitable enemies. Their relationship is pro-foundly strategic partners and competitors simultaneously. Neither the US nor China has found their relationship comfortable. But neither can afford to disengage with each other. Although deep and warm peace among great powers is rare in history, a cold peace or the US-China détente is a realistic goal.
As a result, in spite of widespread criticism of engagement, many Americans have continued in its defense. David Lampton made the point that "The United States used its economic, military and ideological power to build institutions, alliances, and regimes that contributed to global economic growth and the avoidance of great power war. In doing so, it fostered the rise of a new constellation of powers, China notable among them, with which it must now deal. If the United States wants to see its interests met, Washington must win Beijing's cooperation rather than try to compel it" [Lampton 2017 ]. Geoffrey Garrett, Dean of the Wharton School of Business at the University of Pennsylvania, President Trump's Alma Mater, stated that "It's true that China and America are different. The most important thing we can all do is to ensure that the differences between China and the United States are source of strength, source of economic growth, and source of business opportunity, not a source of conflict. The best way to make that history is through more engagement, more understanding, more business-to-business ties, more cultural understanding, so more engagement is just the right path for us in the most important relationship in the 21 st century"
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. Although the US-China competition has intensified, engagement is the foundation for healthy competition because engagement has morphed into a deep interdependence that the two countries can only thrive in tandem. Taking advantage of the US market, hardworking Chinese people provided lowcost goods that enabled income-constrained American consumers to make ends meet in the grips of wrenching stagflation years. China-made goods have been a boon for American consumers since then. Providing China growth anchors, the US benefited from China's vast reservoir of surplus saving to sidestep the mounting perils of subpar saving and reckless fiscal policy. As the largest contributor to global growth in the last decade, China's spectacular economic growth has contributed to American prosperity. While China needs the U.S. market for its exports and the strong supply and value chain to play on its comparative advantage, the US shares an interest in maintaining and deepening the existing production chains and operation in Chinese markets.
The trade war with China involves big risks not only for Chinese economy but also American economy, disrupting supply chains to American companies. When ZTE's violation of US sanctions resulted in a temporary revocation of its US operating licenses and the denial of access to US technology, an extensive collateral damage extended to ZTE's American partners, including Qualcomm, Google, Acacia Communications and host of small first and second tier suppliers. A World Bank analysis suggests that 25 percent tariffs on all trade between the US and China could reduce global exports by up to 3% and global income by up to 1.7% with losses across all regions. China and the US could lose up to 3.5% and 1.6% respectively 17 . Although both countries could declare victory, the trade war would destroy a great deal of wealth along the way. Both countries lose more than either gain.
Hundreds of American companies have lobbied the administration to keep their products off the list of Trump's tariffs. The lobbying has had an impact, with the trade representative removing products with an annual import value of about $7.4 billion from the list. Senator Lindsey Graham of South Carolina is one of the biggest proponents of President Trump's crackdown on China. But behind the scenes, he worked on behalf of seven South Carolina chemical and textile companies that import products from China in his home state to avoid the pain of the trade war and succeeded to help four of them remove materials from a list of goods subject to Trump's tariffs graham-welcome-trumps-china-tariffs-then-help-companiesavoid.html (accessed: 16.10.2018) . ТЕМАТИЧЕСКОЕ ДОСЬЕ: КНР -США: конкуренция или сотрудничество At the regional level, engagement not only ended 23 years of diplomatic estrangement between the two countries but also laid the foundation for a peaceful and prosperous Asia after the Vietnam War. Pursuing strategies to draw maximum benefit from both the US and China, minimize risks of angering either and preserve their independence, most countries in the region have desired for US engagement. They are concerned about the Trump administration's disengagement from the region and disdain for the multilateral institutions when economic interdependence between China and the rest of Asia has increased. East Asia's intraregional trade share rose to 57.3% in 2016, while their trade with the US declined
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. The EU, Japan and the United States collectively accounted for 29 percent of emerging East Asia's total exports in 2015, down from almost 50 percent in 1990. As the region's main production base, China is at the center of this growing intraregional trade. Every Asian country now trades more with China. Asian leaders know that as their economies rely on Beijing, they cannot afford to offend it.
Taking advantage of these underlying changes, China has bolstered its power and profile. As the pressure to acquiesce to China is growing, an increasing number of Asian countries have been pulled toward China's orbit. As this geostrategic shift is gathering momentum, some have leaned closer to China, soft-pedaling quarrels over the territorial disputes and angling for a slice of Beijing's initiatives to compensate for the U.S. disengagement. Most Asian countries have participated in the China dominated Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) and BRI. While the US military capabilities still dominate Asia, China has wielded growing leverage, pulling longtime American allies closer.
In this case, as Jeffery Bader argues, if the US goes down "the road of disengagement from China in pursuit of unbridled competition, it will not be a repetition of the Cold War with the Soviet Union, when the United States was joined by a phalanx of Western and democratic countries determined to join us in isolating the USSR". Deeply entangling with China economically, "Even those most wary of Beijing, like Japan, India, and Australia, will not risk economic ties with China nor join in a perverse struggle to re-erect the "bamboo curtain", this time by the West. We will be on our own" [Bader 2018 ].
Although China's rise has inevitably increased frictions, engagement has helped avoid potentially disastrous US-China confrontation by giving China a continuing stake in the relationship with the US and its neighbors. It is in China's interest to work with the US because China is far from the position to step into America's shoes as a hegemonic power and take the role of global leadership. Global leadership is costly; it means asking people to contribute to others' well-being and send soldiers to die far from home. Seeking reform of global governance, Beijing has yet to mount serious responses to global problems, such as the refugee crisis or Syria's civil war. China's rise is not necessarily America's decline. While it becomes difficult for the US to hold its primacy in Asia, it is equally, if not more difficult, for China to drive the US out of Asia anytime soon. Uncomfortable with the US dominance, China, nevertheless, benefited immensely from the US-led order underpinning stability and prosperity in the region. Beijing has already paid a price for its confrontational policy alienating the US. China would benefit from friendly rather than hostile relations with the US and nations on its borders.
It is not in China's interest to escalate tensions with the US also because a Sino-American showdown may risk dooming China's economic transition and political stability. After remarkable GDP growth for many years, China has experienced difficult transition from reliance on low-cost manufacturing and exporting products to high-tech innovations and consumption-driven economy. Beijing has made clear that it does not want to fight the trade war that would harm the Chinese economy much more than the American economy. No alternative is as big and lucrative as the American market for China's export. In addition, China's tight import control has hurt not only American producers but also Chinese consumers. Ordinary Chinese would welcome reduced import tariffs, which means cheaper foreign products and services for the average Chinese consumers [Xie 2018] .
But external hostile pressure has historically helped mobilize Chinese nationalism against any concessions that could be regarded as surrender to foreign powers. Pursuing the "China Dream" of restoring China to wealth and power on the basis of some valid historical grievances and considerable resources, many Chinese people have accepted the government position because on top of the trade war, the broader anti-China trend in U.S. politics has been an intensely unwelcome surprise to the Chinese people.
The Trump administration thought it could win the trade war easily. Some Western media also predicted the failure of Beijing's tit-for-tat retaliation over tariffs from the very beginning. As President Trump has dug himself deeply into his America First corner allowing little room for the Chinese leadership to maneuver without losing face, nevertheless, President Xi has stood firm, turning the US pressure to his political advantage to continue China's industrial policy and other practice. Although the constant drumbeat of press coverage on "Made in China 2025" has reduced, the focus has shifted on results, not public relations victories.
The ZTE sanction was a wakeup call for the Chinese government to encourage Chinese firms to localize high-tech and key industrial products and systems and their inputs, reducing technology dependence on the US. In January 2018, the US barred a takeover of Money Gram, the American remittances company, by Alibaba's money transfer agency. Alibaba created a different, in many respects more innovative, product using block chain-based technology. Heavy-handed industrial policy once helped Japan, South Korea and so on upgrade and bring wealth and prosperity. The US government also supported national highway system, the Marshall Plan, the internet development, the Hoover dam, and space programs. Although an appropriate from the full blown Chinese industrial policy government role in a free enterprise system is different to support Search Engine Optimization (SEO), China would not give up its industrial policy simply under the US pressure.
Washington has not been able to force Beijing back down on most of disputes in the past. As China grows stronger, it can only get harder to force China to back down. Pushing China to the corner would produce a tougher China that sees no choice but to fight back although neither country is ready to be locked into a violent confrontation that neither can win. One American scholar, therefore, criticized President Trump for abandoning America's own successful model of development as achieving the opposite of its intent. "American prosperity should be assured by doing what America does best: innovating at home and trading with the rest of the world" 20 . *** When the US started engagement, the differences between the two countries were greater than they are today. The US engaged China in spite of these differences. The US has to maintain competitive and confident in its strengths and values, rebuild the reputation as an effective, inclusive, and open country, shore up its democratic and capitalist institutions, and invest in traditional alliances. As Chaz Freeman, who went with President Nixon to China in 1972, argued, "The best way to make America or China great again is not to try to impede each other's progress or tear it down. It is for each side to focus on the home front, implement the values it professes, improve the factors underlying its national competitiveness, and address its own problems before worrying about those of others" [Freeman 2017 ]. Andrew Nathan echoes that the first step of a good China policy lies at home. "We must recover our strength and recommit to our values -a mission for changing ourselves that, at this moment, looks even harder than the failed mission of changing China" 21 . "China and the US remain in the same big boat faced with fierce wind and huge waves. The common challenge is to navigate this boat through the uncertainties or uncharted waters, for the benefits of both countries" 
